The researches 011 which I shall here report are made with special respect to the occurrence of leprosy in Norway and to the opinions of Norwegian inquirers. As to these opinions being naturally just the same as those maintained elsewhere, this will hardly interfere with the general bearing of my arguments. (Danielssen, Boeck, Iloegh, Con- radi, Bidenkap, &c.).
2. Not specific and not hereditary (Iijort) .
3. Specific, miasmatic, and not hereditary (Hohnsen). 4< . Specific, contagious, and hereditary (Lochmann) . What appears most striking in this discrepancy of opinions is that heredity is admitted as most essential as well by advocates for the non-specific nature of leprosy as by advocates for its specificity; and 011 the other hand, that one who considers it specific and another who considers it non-specific, do both deny its heredity. None of the writers on the subject, and this applies also to foreign ones) make any distinction between transmission to offspring of a specific and of a nonspecific disease. And yet there is, in this respect, an essential difference in the phenomena, if we take as specific those diseases which are usually considered to depend on As, now the average number will be higher than that noted at the end of the quinquennium, the proportion will be that there
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